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Keith A. Barritt mC/(E Direct Dial Number
. I F/[E COPV OH/G//VA[ (202) 434-7325

August 20, 1993

VIA DELIVERY
Mr. William F. Caton EX PAR TICE
Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Room 222

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: MM Docket No. 92-266, te Regulation
“_____——-‘»
Dear Mr. Caton:

In accordance with Section 1.1206(a) (2) of the Commission’s
rules, enclosed are two copies of material provided today to
William H. Johnson of the Mass Media Bureau in connection with

the above-captioned proceeding on behalf of the Callfornla Cable
Television Association.

Please let me know if there are any questions concerning

this matter.
/E;a14a{¥£

1 A Barritt

Slncerely,

¢c: Maureen A. O’Connell
Byron F. Marchant
John C. Hollar
William H. Johnson
Florence O. Setzer

D20116.1

No. of Copies rec'd 13 ks
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43! PIEDMONT AVENUE
P.Q. BOX 11080
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 946811

(510) 428-2225

JERRY YANOWITZ
Vice Presidant/ Fecers| Affaire

RECEIVED

AUG 20 1993
NEXT DAY DELIVERY
19 August 1993 manﬁmﬂm,

William H. Johnson

Mass Media Buresu

Faderal Communications Commission
Roon 314

1919 X Btreet, NK.W.

washington, D.C. 20554

Re: MM Docket 52-266: Petition for Reconaideration ¢f the
california Cable Telavision Association

Dear Bill:

When we visited you on July 27, 1993, conosrning our Petition
for Reconsideration, you inguired whethar we could gquantify the
dagree to vhich the possassory intersst tax was, if at all, already
inbedded in the national bhenchmark rates.

We have gxamined ths degras to which the possessory intarest
tax was included in the ratas reported to the FCC pursuant to FCC
Order 92-545 for the 14 California community units we believe ware
used to calculate the bhenchmarke. Of thosa 14, ssven vere not
charged a possessory intsrest tax at tha time of the rate survey
(Times Mirror Cable Talsvision of Palos Verdes, Continental
Caklevision in South Central Les Angelss, Continental Cablevision
in Downey, Continental Cablevision in Compton, Colony
Communications of 8an Andreas, and two Insight Communications
systens designated for Clarament).

With respect to four of these 14 aystems, thors was a very
minimal possessory interest which was imbedded in the rate that was
reported to the FCC. For Falcon Cablavision's Phelan System thers
was an imbedded possessory interest tax of 5.14 cents on its basic
rate of $22.00., For Falcon Cablevision's Thousand Oaks BSystem
there was an imbedded tax of 12.32 cants in the basic rate of
$18,50 reported te the Cormission. For Lenfest Communications'
Cable Oakland Systsn there was an imbadded possessory intarest tax
of 2.66 cents per subscriber per month included in the $19.95 basic
charge reported to tha Commission. And for KT8 Corporation's
Duarte System there was a 5.66 cents inbedded possess intarest
charge in the $22.95 basic rate reported to the Commission.

Serving Over 5,500,000 California Families
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0f the remaining three systams (Amsrican Cable of Redlands
Joint Vanture, Consolidated S8ignal Corp. of 8Southgats and
Ultronics, Inc, of National city) CCTA is not ourrently in
possession of data. However, of these thres systens, two =--
Consolidatad Signal Corp. and Ultronics <= poth have penatration
under 30 psrcent, and thus their rvats could not incorporate this
exXpense. :

We have letters from most of the operators confirming the
impact of the possessory interest tax on the rates reportsd to tha
00uniazion in the rate survey and will supply them ¢to you upen
raguast.

If you reguest, CCTA will model the impact of these minuscule
amounts upon the banchmarks. Wa believe that the impact will not
come close to approaching one~-tenth-of-one cent in act on the
current national benchmark, as 8¢ many of the systens used in the
caleulation had no possessory interest at the time of the survey.

Thus, it remains our conclusion that the impact of possassory
intarast taxes upon the national banchmark is inconsequantial.

Sinceraly,

/ry Yapowits




